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country. Byles J. dissented on the ground that the English rule,
which prohibits a master from selling the cargo except in a case
of inevitable necessity, is part of the universal law maritime;
and he also refused to accede to the sweeping rule which
Crompton J. adopted from the Lord Chief Baron.
Reduced to its simplest terms, then, Cammell v. Sewell de-
cides that a man loses his ownership of goods if they are taken
to another country and there transferred in circumstances
sufficient by the local law to pass a valid title to the transferee.
The result is the same where movables have been seized by Seizure by
creditors in accordance with the lex situs at the time of their creditors
seizure. In such a case the rights vested in the creditors by the
local law prevail against all persons claiming under some other
law. Thus in Liverpool Marine Co. v. Hunter:1
A British ship was mortgaged in England by X^ a British subject, to
jT, another British subject. It was later arrested at New Orleans,
Louisiana, by certain British subjects who were creditors of X. The
mortgage was void according to the law of Louisiana. In order to avoid
a sale of the ship by the New Orleans Court, T gave bonds to the
creditors for the amount of their debts. T subsequently filed a bill in
England to restrain the creditors from suing on the bonds. Judgment
was given for the creditors.
The mortgagee's argument was that the defendants had been
guilty of inequitable conduct in taking legal action in America,
but it was held that since the creditors owed no duty to the
mortgagee, they were clearly entitled to avail themselves of the
local procedure in respect of property within the jurisdiction.
This, like Cammell v. Sewell) was a case where the owner's
rights in a chattel were overridden by the operation of the lex
situs.
A similar situation arose in Inglis v. Robertson? where the
facts were these:
G, a domiciled Englishman, the owner of whisky stored in a ware-
house at Glasgow, held delivery warrants issued by the warehouse-
keeper stating that the whisky was held to G's order or 'assigns by
endorsement hereon'. G, in return for a loan, delivered in London to
Inglis, an English merchant, a letter of hypothecation stating that the
whisky was deposited with him as security for the loan, with power of
sale, He indorsed the warrants and handed them to Inglis. Inglis gave
no notice of his right to the warehouse-keeper. Robertson, claiming
1	(1867), L.R 4. Eq. 62; (1868), L.R. 3 Ch. 479. Laiive does hot regard this
case as an authority on the transfer of chattels, op. cit., p. 69.
2	[i898]A.C.6i6.

